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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

The Examiner acknowledges the amending of claims 78-79. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed 07/30/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

The Applicant has argued that the combination of McCall in view of Stone is not 
proper as a reasonable expectation of success is not established. The Examiner does 
not agree. 

McCall was used in the rejections to teach a high Q micro-resonating device. 
McCall failed to teach the device to have a Q value of at least 1x1 0 A 8. Stone was 
presented to teach that high Q micro-resonator devices similar to McCall's can be 
created to have Q values exceeding the claimed value. Stone demonstrates this in the 
plot shown at fig. 5. Motivation was then presented to demonstrate a reason to combine 
the two teachings. 

The Applicant further argues that McCall and Stone fall short of teaching how to 
make the proposed cavity, leading to the lack of expectation of success. Firstly, the 
Examiner is of the opinion that establishment of a prima facie case of obviousness does 
not require the need to disclose "how to make" the device in question (MPEP 2142). 
According to MPEP 2142, all of the claimed limitations must be taught or suggested. 
McCall teaches all of the structural features outlined in the device claims. Stone 
suggests creating the similar micro-resonators with a large Q value. 
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Finally, and building on the previous argument, the Applicant has stated that the 
plot of Stone outlines only theoretical possibilities. The Examiner agrees that it is not 
clearly stated that Stone has created a device that corresponds to each and every point 
on the plot. However, Stone teaches that the resonator structure is of a known type 
('typical', see brief description of the drawings), and how to modify the structure by 
changing the deformation amount to obtain a desired Q value for a given application. In 
the end, Stone may not have created a device at every plot point, but he did outline the 
use of a typical structure and how to adjust the physical parameters of that structure to 
obtain the Q values taught. This, in the Examiner's opinion, is a clear teaching of how 
such a structure can be made (via adjustment of the deformation amount, Stone, col.4 
lines 25-36). 

In light of the above arguments the Examiner is of the belief that the rejections 
made over McCall in view of Stone would be considered both proper and reasonable to 
one of ordinary skill in the art. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USG § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1-8, 10-18, 22, 28-41, 43-47, 49-58, 62, 67, and 81-82 are rejected under 

35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over McCall (US 5343490) in view of Stone et 

al. (US 6259717). 

With respect to claims 1, 2, 8, and 10, McCall teaches a micro-cavity resonator 
(70) being substantially parallel to a top surface of the pillar, comprising: a micro-cavity, 
a substrate portion (73) located below the micro-cavity forming a pillar (73), the pillar 
supporting the ultra-high Q micro-cavity, whereby optical energy travels along an inner 
surface of the micro-cavity (col. 7 lines 18-50, fig. 7). McCall does not teach the Q value 
to be at least 1x1 0 A 8. Stone teaches a micro-cavity optical resonator wherein it is taught 
that disc shaped micro-resonators (such as that taught by McCall) can have Q factors 
exceeding 10 A 10 (fig. 5). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to combine the resonator of McCall with the high Q teaching of 
Stone in order to allow optical energy to circulate in the resonator with a long photon 
lifetime and incur low losses. 

With respect to claim 3, McCall teaches the micro-resonator of claim 1 , including 
the resonator to be formed of silica (col.6 lines 58-68) 
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With respect to claim 4, McCall teaches the micro-cavity to be substantially 
circular and to have a diameter of about 10um (col. 7 line 38). 

With respect to claims 5-6, McCall teaches a toroid shaped micro-cavity having a 
thickness of about 5um (4um, col. 8 line 39, fig.4). 

With respect to claim 7, McCall teaches the use of an elliptical shape (col. 9 line 

64). 

With respect to claim 1 1 , McCall and Maleki teach the resonator as outlined in 
the rejection to claim 1 , and McCall further teaches a 10um diameter (col. 7 line 38). 

With respect to claims 12, 14, 18, and 28, McCall and Maleki teach the resonator 
outlined in the rejection to claim 1 , but do not teach the use of a silicon substrate. 
Silicon substrates are materials are known in the art to be used with resonator devices. 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to make the resonator of these known materials, since it has been 
held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art to select a known material on the 
basis of its suitability for the intended use as a matter of obvious design choice. In re 
Leshin, 227 F.2d 197, 125 USPQ 416 (CCPA 1960). 

With respect to claim 1 3, McCall teaches a resonant mode within the resonator 
comprising a whispering-gallery mode (WGM) (col. 6 line 30). 

Claims 15-17 are rejected for the same reasons as claim 1. These claims merely 
detail the methods of forming the device. The method of forming a device is not 
germane to the patentability of the device itself, therefore these limitations are not given 
patentable weight. At best these claims could be characterized as product-by-process 
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claims, where the process limitations are not limiting, only the structure implied by the 
process. See MPEP 21 13. Here, the structure implied by the process steps is merely 
the structure of claim 1. 

With respect to claim 22, McCall further teaches an optically active component 
within the cavity (col. 5 lines 1-3). 

With respect to claim 81, McCall and Stone teach the resonator outlined in the 
rejection to claim 1 above, and McCall further teaches reduction of the surface 
roughness (col. 10 lines 10-15), but does not teach the roughness to be less than 
several nanometers. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to adjust the surface roughness to less than several nanometers as 
an optimization through routine experimentation (see MPEP 2144.05 II A). 

With respect to claims 29, 34, 37, and 43, McCall teaches a high Q micro-cavity 
resonator comprising a toroid shape and an optical material (inherently meltable, and 
inherently adhered to itself), and a substrate that supports the optical material wherein 
optical energy travels along an inner surface of the resonator (col.7 lines 27-68, fig. 7). 
McCall does not teach the Q value to be at least 1x1 0 A 8. Stone teaches a micro-cavity 
optical resonator wherein it is taught that disc shaped micro-resonators (such as that 
taught by McCall) can have Q factors exceeding 10 A 10 (fig. 5). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
resonator of McCall with the high Q teaching of Stone in order to allow optical energy to 
circulate in the resonator with a long photon lifetime and incur low losses. 
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Claims 30 and 35 are rejected for the same reasons outlined in the rejection to 
claim 3 above. 

Claims 31 , 46, and 58 are rejected for the same reasons outlined in the 
rejections to claims 12, 14, 18, and 28 above. 

Claims 32-33, and 49-57 are rejected for the same reasons as claim 29. These 
claims merely detail the methods of forming the device. The method of forming a device 
is not germane to the patentability of the device itself, therefore these limitations are not 
given patentable weight. At best these claims could be characterized as product-by- 
process claims, where the process limitations are not limiting, only the structure implied 
by the process. See MPEP 2113. Here, the structure implied by the process steps is 
merely the structure of claim 29. 

Claim 36 is rejected for the same reasons outlined in the rejection to claim 4 

above. 

Claim 38 is rejected for the same reasons outlined in the rejection to claim 6 

above. 

Claim 39 is rejected for the same reasons outlined in the rejection to claim 7 

above. 

With respect to claim 40, McCall further teaches the cavity to be substantially 
parallel to a top surface of the pillar (fig. 7). 

With respect to claim 41 , it is inherent that the size of the cavity is limited by the 
size of the top portion of the pillar, as a small pillar would not physically support too 
large a resonator. 
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With respect to claim 44, McCall further teaches the micro-cavity to be 
substantially circular and to have a diameter of about 10um (col. 7 line 38). 

Claim 45 is rejected for the same reasons outlined in the rejection to claim 13 

above. 

With respect to claim 47, McCall further teaches the substrate is in the form of a 

pillar. 

Claim 62 is rejected for the same reason outlined in the rejection to claim 22 

above. 

Claim 67 is rejected for the same reasons given in the rejections to claims 29 and 
58 above. The examiner notes the forming the pillar via isotropically etching the 
substrate would be considered a non-limiting product by process limitation. 

Claim 82 is rejected for the same reason outlined in the rejection to claim 81 

above. 

Claims 19 and 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over McCall and Stone and further in view of Gayral ("High-Q Wet-etched GaAs 
Microdisks Containing InAs quantum Boxes"). 

With respect to claims 19 and 48, McCall and Stone teach the resonators 
outlined in the rejections to claims 1 and 29, but do not teach the substrate to be 
tapered. Gayral teaches a tapered substrate (pg.1908). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the resonator of 
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McCall and Stone with the tapered shape of Gayral in order to realize low threshold light 
emitting or lasing devices, and aid in the prevention of oxidation. 

Claims 20-21 and 60-61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over McCall and Stone in view of Chu ("Observation of Enhanced 
Photoluminescence in Erbium-Doped Semiconductor Microdisk Resonator"). 

With respect to claims 20-21 and 60-61, McCall and Stone teach the resonators 
outlined in the rejections to claims 1 and 29 above, but do not teach the use of a rare 
earth dopant. Chu teaches a micro-cavity resonator which uses a rare earth dopant 
(pg.2843). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the resonator of McCall and Stone with the dopants of Chu to 
insure a strong emission. 

Claims 78-79 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
McCall in view of Stone and Vollmer et al. ("Protein detection by optical shift of a 
resonant micro-cavity", applicant submitted prior art). 

With respect to claims 78-79, McCall and Stone teach the resonators having the 
structures outlined in the rejections to claims 1 and 29, but do not teach the use of a 
biotinylated surface. Vollmer teaches micro-cavities using biotinylated surfaces (pg.2 
col. 2 para. 5). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to combine the resonator of McCall and Stone with the coating of Vollmer 
in order to detect biological agents. 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any'inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tod T. Van Roy whose telephone number is (571)272- 
8447. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Minsun Harvey can be reached on (571)272-1835. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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